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Dear Sir: 

On August 7, 2006, Applicant's attorney, Scott E. Baxendale, conducted a telephonic 
interview with Examiners Shah and Jones regarding the rejections from the February 3, 2006 
Office action and the arguments presented in the Applicant's response filed on July 3, 2006. 
Mr. Baxendale and Examiners Shah and Jones first discussed the second-last limitation of 
Claim 1 reciting that the controller is programmed to cause the value-dispensing mechanism 
to dispense the bonus payout in response to detecting a selection by the user, and to add the 
bonus payout to the user's credits in response to not detecting the selection. Examiner Shah 
contended that the limitation as written recited events that could occur in the altemative, and 
therefore the limitation could be satisfied by a gaming unit that either dispensed a bonus 
payout or a gaming unit that added a bonus payout to the user's credits. In response, Mr. 
Baxendale pointed out that Claim 1 as written recites that the controller programming to 
process a user selection to dispense the bonus payout is present and the gambling unit is 
configured to process the user selection even during occurrences of the bonus game wherein 
the bonus payout is added to the available credits and not dispensed by the gambling unit. In 
view of this. Examiners Shah and Jones agreed that this limitation is not met by a gambling 
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unit that merely adds the bonus payout to the available credits each time the bonus game is 
executed. 

Mr. Baxendale and Examiners Shah and Jones next discussed the proposed 
modification to Schneider et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,089,976) to provide user selection 
between adding a bonus payout to the player's available credits and dispensing the bonus 
payout before retuming to the main gambling game. The parties first discussed the teaching 
in Schneider et al. of a gaming apparatus in which a credit meter is incremented or the player 
is paid directly based on the matching bonus amounts, and not by player selection. The 
parties then discussed the arguments presented in the Applicant's recently- filed response. 
The Examiners agreed that Schneider et al. do not teach player selection as recited in the 
claims, and that the arguments in the Applicant's response successfully rebutted the asserted 
motivations for modifying Schneider et al. set forth in the previous Office action. Examiner 
Shah indicated that the obviousness rejection in view of Schneider et al. has been overcome 
pending the outcome of additional searching. 

Mr. Baxendale and Applicant again thank Examiners Shah and Jones for their time 
and consideration in addressing these issues. 
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